ABSTRACT
There was a time where only a certain number of games were broadcast, most notably Notre Dame on NBC. Since then, television rights have evolved from regional broadcasts of multiple games, to the availability of nearly the entire game lineup on one platform or another. The increased reach and broadcast of games has positively impacted the popularity of college football in the United States. The impact that television has on the fan game experience, however, is a point of concern for some programs. Simply, the comfort and convenience of watching the game at home has begun to surpass the experience and cost of actually attending games. Some institutions have found that the thrill of being at a game is tempered by bad sight lines at stadiums, extreme weather, long lines for concessions and bathrooms, and the ability to track other games while at a stadium. Therefore, some institutions are struggling with a large number of no-shows or a drop in total attendance at home games.
The NCAA (2013) reports total attendance across all Division One programs to be 35,340,049 for the 2013 season, for an average of 45,192 per game across the country. This figure is up from a 2012 season that saw 34,312,026 fans, or an average of 44,970 per game (NCAA, 2012). The 2013 season, however, saw the addition of three new teams and nineteen more games from the year before, thus impacting the total numbers reported. Helping to illustrate the decline in attendance, the 2012 season numbers were down from the numbers reported in 2011, where there were 220,598 fewer total fans from the year before, or an average of 528 less per game. These per-game averages are below the all-time high of 46,456 in 2008 .
These changes in fan attendance have especially been true for the younger fan, notably the students at each institution. This can be especially alarming because most institutions deeply discount the cost of tickets for their student population. According to the University of Arizona experienced a 47.6% drop in student attendance from the previous year. The number was not as pronounced at the University of Michigan, where 26% of students who had already paid to attend a game did not show. At the University of Georgia, the allotment of student tickets sold was dropped by nearly 2,000 tickets. Still, student attendance for their home games as down 28.8%. There do not appear to be many programs that are immune to these attendance drops as even the University of Alabama had 4.8% of students fail to show up to games.
These drops in attendance, however, have not dampened institutions from either increasing the capacity of their existing stadiums, making improvements to help increase fan engagement and enjoyment at games, or building new structures all together. In 2011, the University of North Texas and Florida Atlantic University both christened new stadiums (Vito, 2011; Hyde, 2011) . These followed the University of Minnesota's $303 million dollar investment in TCF Bank Stadium, their private (shared previous stadium with the NFL's Vikings), on-campus stadium (Muret, 2009 ). The 2013 season also saw a $50 million expansion at the University of Nebraska (Nebraska, 2014), a $34 million expansion at Texas Tech University (Texas Tech, 2014) , and Louisiana State University is completing a $100 million expansion to Tiger Stadium (Sports Business Daily, 2012). There are future expansions and renovations in the works at Arizona State University (Fornelli, 2014) , and a $450 million dollar project at Texas Many institutions have reaped the financial benefits of their brand, notoriety, and success. Others, however, have not been so fortunate. To this end, there exist vast discrepancies in the amounts of money that are generated by institutions across the country. The largest incongruity has been noted in the BCS payouts at the end of each season. In 2011, the BCS paid out over $174 million dollars to Division One institutions. Of that money, however, 83.4% went to the automatic-qualifier conferences. This figure was up from the 81% of $142.5 million that went to the AQ conferences in 2010 (Sporting News, 2011). In 2013, each of the AQ conferences received $23.9 million, as compared to the $14.25 million that was left for the non-AQ conference institutions to split ). Caro and Benton (2012) quantified this difference and found that there existed significant differences in the revenue earnings of AQ and non-AQ institutions. That study, however, did not quantify those differences.
Thus, this study seeks to build upon the existing extant literature, and expand on the work of Caro and Benton (2012) by examining the impact of a set of independent variables on total reported revenues from 2002 to 2012. Specifically, this study explores the reported and perceived differences in total revenue amongst Division One institutions. Further, the study quantifies the differences in total revenue through ANOVA, correlations, and regression analysis, of being in a BCS automatic-qualifier conference, the effect of playing in a BCS game, and the impact of winning a BCS game. This study seeks to answer:
1.
Does there exist a difference in the total revenue generated by the AQ and non-AQ institutions examined in this study. (an expansion of Caro and Benton, 2012).
2.
Does there exist a significant difference in the total revenue generated from year to year of the study.
3.
Does there exist a significant difference in the revenue generation according to participation in a BCS game? 4.
Does there exist a significant difference in the revenue generation according to winning a BCS game?
METHODS
Football revenue, the dependent variable, for institutions participating in the eleven college football Division One conferences was obtained from the Department of Education's Office of Postsecondary Education. The data was available from the Equity in Athletics website. Conference alignment was addressed in each year of the study. For example, the University of Utah moved from the Mountain West to the Pac-12 in 2011. Thus, they were coded to have belonged to the Mountain West for the initial part of the study, and then coded for the Pac-12 in the corresponding years. This was done for the other teams that re-aligned themselves over the course of the study, Wins and losses, playing in a BCS game, and winning a BCS game were selected as independent variables. These were selected as their impact has not been quantified in the existing literature. Wins and losses were downloaded from the NCAA website and recalculated as a winning percentage by taking the number of wins and dividing it by the total number of games played. The BCS website was used to find the institutions that participated in BCS games. The scores were found to determine the winner. Those teams were then dummy coded to create two dichotomous variables.
Descriptive statistics were formulated for each of the variables in the study; however, only revenue statistics are reported. The remaining statistics were checked to ensure data integrity. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to determine the extent to which significant differences existed in total reported revenue accordingly. ANOVA was conducted for revenue: by each year in the study, according to conference, by BCS qualification status, and by winning a BCS game. The Games-Howell post-hoc test was used to detect significant differences among the multilevel factors. Games-Howell was selected as it does not assume equal variances, is appropriate when the assumption of homogeneity of variance is violated, and is recognized as a robust measure when the assumptions of ANOVA are violated (Games & Howell, 1976; Jaccard, Becker, & Wood, 1984; Sullivan, Riccio, & Reynolds, 2008) . Finally, Pearson's product-moment correlation was used to determine the correlation of the continuous measures, and simple linear regression was used to model the relationship between the independent and dependent variables.
LIMITATIONS
Data for this study was collected from the Department of Education's Office of Postsecondary Education. The data was available from the Equity in Athletics website. This data was self-reported and thus may not paint a complete picture of the total revenue the institution. Further, this data may include revenue that was provided by the institution. In some cases, some football programs take no money from their universities. Further, while the BCS began in the 1998 football season, data from the DEO was not available for the full life of the BCS. Thus, this data only provides a more recent snapshot of the revenue growth for the schools. The period sample from 2002 to 2012 also represents the data that was available on the website. Finally, data was not available for any of the United States Service Academies. Thus, they were not included in the sample. Table 1 A-D (the table was Table 1 also indicate that the revenue generated by the SEC was 89% greater than the MAC, and was 90.13% and 93.57% greater than the WAC and Sun-Belt conferences respectively. The results further illustrate the exponential growth that occurred in revenue through the years of the study. The change from $1,316,122,390 in 2002 to a study-high of $3,148,413,520 in 2012 represents a 139% increase in the ten years. The differences in revenue amongst conferences are consistent with the findings of Caro and Benton (2012). These differences begin to paint the picture of revenue inequality across the various conferences in Division One football.
RESULTS

The results of
The sum of the total revenue for non-AQ conferences (exclusive of the Independents) over the course of the study amounts to $3,255,634,424. This is less than the total revenues for both the SEC and the Big Ten, and only slightly more than the sum for the Big 12. These figures point to the influence of supply and demand on the product. The impact of television and licensing revenue is also apparent. The television contracts for the SEC, Big Ten, and the Big 12 allow for national, prime-time coverage of a large majority of their games. This increased exposure leads to greater television revenue and demand for their licensed products. The results also begin to point to the monetary impact that inclusivity in the BCS brought to the AQ conferences. Table 1 also illustrates the revenue prowess of Notre Dame. Independent of any conference, Notre Dame generated $634,491,124 in total revenue over the ten years of the study. This is more than the MAC, WAC, and SunBelt conferences. The impact of their licensing efforts, independent television contract, and donor donations comes into focus. It also begins to explain why the Independent has been such a major player in conference re-alignment, television renegotiations, and their special rules for participating in the BCS. The rate of growth is also of interest as it can point to changes in revenue generation for each particular year. Table 2 presents the ANOVA for total revenue as analyzed by each year. The significant ANOVA indicates that there are significant differences through the years, and the Games-Howell post-hoc tests help to identify those significant differences. Expectedly, the data seems to indicate a rate of growth that normalizes after dramatic increases The advent of television contracts can be responsible for these differences. Thereafter, the signing of these major network contracts normalized and the revenue from those did as well. Table 3 presents the results of an ANOVA for the total revenue by conference affiliation. The results of the ANOVA indicate that there is a significant difference among the total revenue of the Division One football conferences (Table 1A ). The Games-Howell post-hoc tests indicate where these differences occur, and they reveal the revenue chasm that deepened through the period of the study. The data indicates that the SEC produced only one statistically insignificant difference from its peers, and that came from the Big Ten. Thus, while there is a $1,278,622,880 difference in revenue, statistically, the SEC and the Big Ten were similar with respect to revenue generation. The Big Ten was also statistically similar to the Big Twelve, while the Big Twelve was statistically similar to the Pac-Ten. Finally, the Pac-Ten was statistically similar to the ACC. Thus, while there were statistically significant differences from the top earners of the AQ to the bottom earners of the AQ conferences, there were still relationships amongst each of those power conferences. The Independents, largely due to the revenue generation of Notre Dame, were statistically similar to the AQ conferences, as they produced statistically significant differences to C-USA, the MWC, the MAC, the Sun-Belt, and the WAC conferences.
The data ascertains, however, that each of the AQ conferences was statistically significantly different from the non-AQ conferences. The results of this ANOVA are consistent with the findings of Caro and Benton (2012) and confirm that income inequality does exist in Division One football. The sources of this inequity have been explored, and their implications are discussed shortly. Examination of revenue data by automatic-qualification status (Table 4) helps to further quantify the differences among institutions. The mean revenue generation for a non-AQ conference institution was nearly 75% less than that of their AQ peers. This difference ( $6,992,411 for non-AQ and $28,636,630 for AQ) was statistically significant (F = 732.33). Equally, the standard deviations for each of the cohorts indicate that there are vast differences amongst institutions within each group, a result consistent with Caro and Benton (2012) . It is important to remember that the non-AQ values, however, are inflated due to the inclusion of Notre Dame as a non-AQ institution. Outside of Notre Dame, Texas Christian University reported the largest non-AQ revenue in 2011 at $25,984,011. This figure was largely bolstered by their appearance in a BCS game that football season. Still, TCU appears to be a non-AQ outlier in this study. Outside of TCU, the University of Utah ($16,388,182) in 2008 and Boise State University ($14,515,613) in 2009 reported the greatest single season revenues for a non-AQ institution. For Utah and Boise State, this occurred in a season where they were invited to play in a BCS game. In fact, short of appearances in BCS games, the results indicate that non-AQ institutions could not keep pace with their Division One peers. Anecdotally, this helps to understand the influence of playing in a BCS game has on total revenue. This relationship was explored in greater detail.
Mean revenue distributions for schools that played in a BCS game illustrate that those institutions benefited from the exposure and monetary compensation for playing in a BCS game. From 2002 to 2012, institutions that participated in a BCS game reported mean revenues of $40,457,497, compared to mean revenues of $17,239,673 for those that did not play in a BCS game. As expected, ANOVA analysis indicated that this difference was statistically significant (F = 182.42). Still, this does not paint a full picture of the revenue disparity as these cohorts were composed of both AQ and non-AQ schools and only grouped according to participation in BCS games. In an attempt to control for the larger earning potential of AQ schools, the cohorts were further separated to AQ schools that participated in BCS games and non-AQ schools that participated in BCS games. The average revenue for a non-AQ institution that participated in a BCS game ( $14,707,945) was statistically different (F = 11.571) from their AQ counterparts ( $41,818,829). Therefore, even when the non-AQ institutions were able to gain access to a BCS game, it did not bring them the same monetary reward as it did for their AQ counterparts. This revenue difference can begin to be explained by the methodology employed to distribute BCS revenue. Automatic-qualifier conferences were guaranteed a share of the BCS revenue distribution even if they did not participate in these games. Thus, institutions like Mississippi State, Duke, or Wake Forest, who have never participated in a BCS game, still accessed equal payouts at the end of the season. Schools that participated in a BCS game also received an additional payout for participating in the game. While non-AQ schools received the same access to funds the initial percentage of that payout was substantially lower. Thus, AQ conference schools had access to a larger pool of revenue that was not accessible to the non-AQ institutions. Therefore, despite access to these more lucrative bowl games, non-AQ institutions could not equal the BCS revenue of their AQ counterparts. Expectedly, institutions that played in and were victorious in a BCS game ( $43,010,955) saw a statistically significant mean revenue difference (F = 103.64) from teams that did not participate in a BCS game ( $18,099,284). This is true largely as the cohort was the same as the previous cadre of teams. However, when this cohort was limited to only teams that had played in a BCS game, the mean revenue difference between teams that won the game ( $43,010,955) and those that lost the game ( $37,904,040) was not statistically significant (F = 1.461).
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The noted differences in mean revenue across qualification status and BCS game participation were examined further through correlational analysis. Each of the examined correlations were significant (α = 0.05). The strongest correlation, as expected, was to automatic-qualification status, while the weakest correlation was to winning a BCS game. Interestingly, total wins produced a slightly stronger, positive correlation than did winning percentage, despite the fact that they measure the same outcome. This, however, may be attributed to the existence of a potential fan bias towards wins. Fans tend to recognize records from a won/loss perspective more than by winning percentage. Media coverage of teams also tends to report wins and losses and not winning percentage; thus, many fans are not trained to recognize or interpret winning percentages. This may have a potential influence on the donor rates of alumni and fans back to the institution. Alternatively, the greater number of wins tends to be associated with some sort of post-season play; thus, teams that win their respective conferences have the ability to participate in the lucrative Conference Championship Game and, potentially, a BCS game. Thus, a team that wins twelve or thirteen games would have potentially played in a conference championship game and thus earned more revenue. This would then impact the correlational relationship. Still total wins indicates a stronger, positive correlation than having participated in a BCS game. This relationship presents an interesting paradigm with respect to the flow of the varied revenue streams for different institutions, and perhaps an avenue of further research.
An examination of the year to year correlations expands differences in the magnitude of the correlations. Table 6 summarizes the Pearson Correlations according to each year of the study. Each of the correlations was statistically significant (α = 0.05). The correlations help paint an interesting picture of what impacted revenue each year; still, the strongest, positive relationship exists between qualifier status and revenue. The BCS changed the qualification rules in the 2004-2005 season, where a non-AQ school could potentially qualify for one of the BCS games should it be in the top 8 of the final BCS poll, or be in the top 16 and ranked higher than at least one of the automatic-qualifier champions. This opened the door for the University of Utah, Texas Christian University, and Boise State University to gain access to the BCS game, and BCS game money, thus ending the non-AQ exclusion from the post-season. The correlation between qualifier status and revenue drops slightly following the 2004 year; however, this relationship has become stronger since 2011. There are several factors that can attribute to this. First, the amount of money distributed by the BCS has become more lucrative (Smith, 2010 ; Sporting News, 2011; Solomon, 2013). Thus, AQ conference institutions had larger takings due to the increased payouts from the BCS. Concomitantly, many of the power conferences re-signed their television contracts, and this has created a windfall of revenue for many of the top conferences. As noted, the SEC, which is set to launch their own network on the ESPN family of channels in August of 2014, has one of the richest television contracts and dispersed approximately $289.4M to its fourteen member schools in the 2012-2013 year (Forbes, 2013), up from $244M the year before. The Big Ten distributed more than $26M to each of its schools in the same fiscal year, and that value is expected to rise substantially over the course of the next few years as new member institutions Maryland and Rutgers extend the television footprint of the conference. The Big 12 is not lagging far behind with a conference payout of nearly $200M. These payouts make it difficult for the non-AQ schools to remain financially competitive, and bolster the relationship between AQ status and revenue. Accordingly, the data indicates a decrease in the relationship between winning percentage and revenue, not because it isn't important to fan donation, alumni support, or merchandising, but because the value of the television contracts has largely decreased the dependency of the top power conferences on other forms of revenue. Automaticqualifier institutions enjoy the windfall of revenue even if they never participate in one of the BCS games. While those add to the prestige of the university, and help to bolster recruiting (Caro, 2012) , television contracts and The Clute Institute automatic BCS payouts put substantially less pressure on these institutions to win. This is not to discount the importance of success; however, with built-in guarantees, those schools could suffer through a down cycle and still not have to face financial hardships. Thus, institutions like Purdue from the Big Ten can average nearly $20.6M in revenue despite only average 6.3 wins per season, or the University of Colorado can average over $24.5M with only 4.9 wins per year. This can be compared to Boise State, who only averaged a little over $9.6M a year despite an average win total of 11.7. This provides further evidence of the impact of television and the BCS on these growing discrepancies in revenue.
The connection between revenue and winning percentages helps to understand the added revenue that may come from merchandising, attendance, and alumni giving. Some schools, like the University of Texas, seem to be immune from the pressures of winning -Texas experienced gains in their total revenue despite posting their lowest win totals in the last three years of the study. Outside of Texas as an apparent outlier, there data indicates that there exists a positive relationship between winning and revenue. The University of Notre Dame finished an undefeated season in 2012 and played the University of Alabama in the BCS National Championship game. In that run, Notre Dame played each of its twelve regular season games were broadcast nationally, splitting between NBC and ABC. Of those telecasts, six were in the national prime-time slot on either of the two networks. The added exposure helped Notre Dame realize a 12% growth in their reported revenue. This could come from the added merchandise sales from the successful season, and the proceeds of playing the BCS game. This same relationship, although with varied percent increases, exists for teams when they played in BCS games for the University of Florida, the University of Georgia, Auburn University, the University of Alabama, the University of Michigan, and Louisiana State University. In the case of the SEC teams, however, it should be noted that those teams also benefited from participating in the SEC Championship Game. Still, the impact of winning is still largely evident.
Interestingly, the strength of the correlation between revenue and winning percentage differs depending on qualification status. The Pearson correlation between winning percentage and revenue is 0.385 for an AQconference institution, compared to 0.206 for their non-AQ conference peers. Further, playing in a BCS game indicates a greater magnitude of relationship for non-AQ institutions (0.382) than for the AQ institutions (0.288). This can be expected due to the additional revenue paid to the participating team and, to some extent, the conference, which resulted from playing in one of the BCS games. Thus, these results help to quantify the importance of playing in a BCS game for these non-AQ institutions. Simply, non-AQ schools had more to gain, either from exposure, merchandising, or from the additional BCS participation revenue, from playing in a BCS game than did their AQ counterparts. Regression analysis examines the relationship amongst the variables, and explains the amount of variance seen in the revenue distributions observed in the sample. It further helps to quantify the differences found in ANOVA and correlation analysis as it explores the magnitude of the relationship, and how much of the variance in revenue can be explained by the independent variables. Table 7 summarizes the resulting, significant regression models and presents the correlations and coefficients of determination (r 2 ) for each.
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The Clute Institute The results of regression analysis indicate that for all years 2002 to 2012, the coefficient for the relationship (r = 0.670) for the model composed of the independent variables of qualification status, winning percentage, and participation in a BCS game, was found to be significant (F = 361.00; p < 0.001), indicating a strong, positive relationship for the independent variables and revenue. The coefficient of determination (r 2 ) was 0.449, indicating that for all institutions from 2002 to 2012, 45% of the variance in revenue could be explained by qualification status, winning percentage, and participation in a BCS game. So, the combination of these independent variables accounts for nearly half of the variance in revenue across all schools, which can mean that other factors, such as attendance, merchandise sales, and alumni giving, can explain the remaining variance. The impact of those additional factors must be explored; however, Caro and Benton (2012) reported that attendance accounted for nearly 62% of the variance in revenue for AQ schools, and 25% of the observed variance for non-AQ schools.
Analysis of the descriptive statistics, ANOVA, and correlations describe the differences in revenue between AQ and non-AQ institutions, and the "head start" brought by belonging to an AQ conference can be measured through the beta coefficients of the resulting model equations. The overall model discussed above produced a resulting, significant regression equation of Y = 9,428.77 + 18,831,582.71 (Qualification Status) + 14,905,324.83 (Winning Percentage) + 10,895,733.00 (BCS Game). Thus, when others were held constant, institutions that belonged to an automatic-qualifying conference stood to gain an average of nearly $18.9 million more than their non-AQ counterparts. This helps enumerate the impact of belonging to an AQ conference. The model indicates that playing in a BCS game was worth, roughly $10.9M over the course of the study. An undefeated season could potentially draw the institution over $14.9M. It is important to remember, however, that the coefficient for winning percentage is slightly skewed due to the varied correlational relationship among AQ and non-AQ institutions. Still, this equation helps to understand the variance in the revenue numbers and illuminates the stark disadvantages that non-AQ institutions faced as a result of the BCS era.
These results are well illustrated when examining the revenue for Texas Christian University (TCU) and the University of Utah, both of which joined AQ conferences over the course of this study. TCU averaged a little under $14.7M as a member of the Mountain West Conference. In their first year in the Big Twelve, however, they posted revenues just above $34.4M. These figures are just as pronounced for Utah, who left the Mountain West Conference for the Pac-12 in 2011. As a member of the Mountain West, they averaged over $11.8M a year. Since joining the Pac-12, their reported average revenue has soared to $24.2M. These results highlight the impact of playing in an AQ conference and help to enumerate the resulting regression equation presented above.
While BCS games, BCS wins, and winning percentage play a varied role in each of the significant models, only qualifier status (Table 8 ) remains significant in each of the models. The variance in revenue that is explained by qualification status ranges from a low in 2010 (r 2 = 0.372) to a high in 2002 (r 2 = 0.467). Still, at a range between 37% to nearly 47%, conference affiliation plays a significant role in the amount of revenue generated by each institution. The increased exposure enjoyed by these AQ conference institutions may be one reason for the stark differences in revenue, and television contracts are a significant source of revenue. These power conferences enjoyed the benefits that the BCS era brought, and they took advantage of the built-in advantages that the era brought. The popularity of the game soared and as the availability of the games on television increased, fans flocked to their television sets to watch.
In 2013, the SEC (3,805,794 million), the Big Ten (2,920,815 million), and the ACC (1,961,674 million) drew the most number of viewers for their games (Sporting News, 2013). Moreover, five of the top ten most watched teams were from the SEC, with the University of Alabama drawing the most average viewers at 6,465,000 million. By comparison, Boise State University, arguably the most recognizable non-AQ institution, drew only 1,189,429 million viewers. In week three of the 2012 season, the Alabama versus Texas A&M game drew 13,590,000 viewers on CBS in the afternoon time slot; the Marshall University versus Ohio University game played later that evening drew 86,000 viewers in prime-time for one of the ESPN family of networks. These differences exist throughout the football season. Understanding some of these numbers helps to underscore the importance of conference affiliation. Fans watch college football in droves; however, they are cognizant of the product on the field. A mid-week game between two MAC schools on ESPN is not going to draw the same number of viewers as a Thursday night SEC game. Thus, the television contracts signed by AQ conference will always be more lucrative than those of the non-AQ institutions, thus severely limiting the revenue-generating ability of many of these individual institutions. 
CONCLUSIONS
The BCS era in college football proved to be beneficial on many fronts for college football. Despite the controversy that it created in matching the top two teams in the national championship, it was successful in capturing new levels of excitement for the regular season. To this end, the popularity of the sport soared, and this is largely represented in the lucrative television contracts that each of the power conferences signed over the last few years. This study concluded that from 2002 to 2012, Division One football institutions amassed $24,383,281,681 in total revenue. Still, the BCS era may be remembered for the pronounced differences that it created between the AQ and non-AQ conference institutions. While the BCS itself cannot be held accountable for the apparent segregation of these two cohorts, the financial windfall that college presidents and administrators created for their schools was not accidental. There were also calculated, deliberate differences in the distribution of the revenue that further breached the parity of these two cohorts.
With respect to the research questions, the results of this study confirm and expand on the findings of Caro and Benton (2012) that there are significant differences in the total revenue generated by AQ and non-AQ institutions. Again, the BCS is not necessarily responsible for creating these differences; however, the role that revenue distribution played in perpetuating this difference in noteworthy. Belonging to an AQ conference gave those institutions an $18.8M advance on their non-AQ counterparts. Regression analysis confirmed that AQ classification accounted for 37% to 47% of the variance in total revenue. This study has explored some of the major factors that helped the AQ conference institutions maintain their grip on television, ratings, and merchandising. This difference in funding also provided them with an inherent advantage in the quality of product on the field. The Clute Institute At the basic level, the quality of the product on the field largely fuels the supply and demand of the product. As AQ schools continued to play exciting, meaningful games, the value of the product on the field increased. As these teams continued to compete for conference and national championships, high quality recruits continued to want to play for these institutions. In effect, the BCS created a cycle of success, where the top earning schools, who maximized their television exposure, and extended the reach of their brand, capitalized fully on the system. For example, the SEC won seven straight BCS national championships from 2006 to 2012. This was accomplished by only four different schools. This cycle of success, however, helped to increase the exposure of the conference, and some would argue, parity within the conference. However, as Caro (2012) reported, there were staggering differences in the quality of recruiting classes even among the difference conferences, and in some instances, this led to poorer competition on the field. In short, these differences in revenue stream held parity from reaching the sport. Schools that experienced gains in revenue then used that to build better facilities, hire better coaches, and separate themselves from their peers. It can be argued that this was largely due to the initial classification system used by the BCS.
With respect to research question two, there are significant differences that exist in total revenue from year to year of the study. These differences, however, are not seen in consecutive years. Rather, these differences appear after a year has lapsed. Thus, it can be concluded that there was a gradual growth in the total revenue and not an exponential explosion. Still from 2002 to 2012, total revenue more than doubled which points to the dramatic increase in the popularity and exposure for the sport.
Research question three asked if there were significant differences in revenue according to participation in a BCS game. The results of this study are multi-faceted. First, the results confirm that significant differences do exist between teams that did participate in a BCS game and those that did not. The outcome was expected, thus the sample was differentiated to examine the relationships further. When the cohort was separated by qualification status, the results illustrate an even deeper issue. When taken as a complete sample, teams that participated in a BCS game generated an average revenue of $40.5M; however, when classification status was controlled for, non-AQ schools that participated in a BCS game only averaged $14.7M. Thus, even when these non-AQ schools qualified for a BCS game, the revenue that they generated was nearly $30M less than their AQ peers. Still, this value was significantly different from the non-AQ non-BCS game average, which confirms the significance of playing in a BCS game. Still, the impact was markedly different for AQ and non-AQ schools.
Finally, research question four was also confirmed. Schools that played in and won a BCS game generated greater revenue than those that did not participate in a BCS game. Thus, the added exposure and revenue gained from playing and winning a BCS game was significant. However, this result was also largely expected. Thus, the cohort was further controlled to only include those teams that had participated in the game. When this was done, teams generated an average of $6M more when they won the game; however, this difference was not statistically significantly different. This can be largely attributed to the similarities amongst these schools. The differences noted between those schools that won versus those that lost these games most likely can be explained by conference-level differences in television revenue. Further, the pool of teams that lost these games also includes non-AQ schools that entered the game with a great disparity in earning potential.
In total, the impact of the BCS cannot be discounted. The sport experienced exponential growth over the lifetime of the BCS, and that growth is best captured through the proliferation of revenue. Much of the income can be traced back to the lucrative television contracts and BCS payouts enjoyed by the institutions. Here, the discrepancies in revenue are highlighted and quantified. Moving forward, a line in the sand has been drawn between the power conferences and the rest of Division One football institutions. Those institutions that control the money have also controlled access to the money. The impact on the quality of the sport, the demand of certain factions of the sport, and parity within the sport must all be recognized. Moving forward, the sport has opted for a four-team playoff to determine the national champion, but many of the rules remain the same. Administrators and athletic directors are indeed standing at a crossroad and must determine what is best for all participating institutions so that parity and equality are restored. Then again, the results of this study largely indicate that parity and equality were never priorities of the now departed BCS.
